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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. Claim 7 recites the limitation "plate-like" however unlike Claim 5 which recites the 
limitation "fiber-like" along with a diameter and aspect ratios to define the term, the term "plate- 
like" renders the claims indefinite for it is unclear how flat a filler must be in order to be 
considered "plate-like". 

3. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. Although alternative expressions are permissive in the claims, they should be drafted 
in proper alternative format, i.e. "selected from A, B or C"; or in proper Markush claim format, 
i.e. "selected from the group consisting of A, B and C". A claim that recites "selected from the 
group essentially consisting of A, B or C" as in the instant claims is improper. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



Application/Control Number: 10/591 ,706 Page 3 

Art Unit: 1794 

5. Claims 1-3 and 5-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Furuta et al (USPN 6,124,004.) Furuta et al teach a laminate of liquid crystal polyester (LCP) 
resin with a metallic foil, such as a copper foil, wherein the LCP resin comprises of a LCP (A) 
and a rubber (B) having a functional group reactive with the LCP, such as an epoxy group, 
preferably a glycidyl group (Abstract; Col. 3, lines 1-10; Col. 8, lines 1-8; Col. 12, lines 3-9.) 
Furuta et al teach that the functional rubber is preferably a (meth)acrylate-ethylene-unsaturated 
carboxylic acid glycidyl ester and/or unsaturated glycidyl ether copolymer rubber having an 
ethylene content of preferably more than 3wt% but less than 50wt% and the glycidyl ether or 
ester content is preferably more than 0.1 but less than 30% by weight (Col. 9, lines 12-21.) 
Furuta et al teach that the component A is provided in an amount of 56-99.9wt% and the 
component B is an amount of 0. l-44wt% (Col. 9, lines 58-64.) Furuta et al teach that an 
inorganic filler may be included in the LCP resin composition with suitable fillers including 
inorganic fibers and whiskers as well as silica, clays and other fillers typically provided in "plate- 
like" form (Col. 10, lines 23-29.) Furuta et al teach that the LCP may be formed from known 
production methods and comprises repeat units as recited in Col. 3-6, which read upon the 
claimed invention as recited in Claims 2-3 and 14-15 and also teach that the resin is subjected to 
a heat treatment (Col. 3-6; Examples.) Furuta et al teach that the surface of the film formed from 
the LCP composition can be subjected to a surface pretreatment step such as plasma treatment 
(Col. 12, lines 10-29.) 

6. With respect to the instantly claimed ethylene content of 50-99. 9wt%, though Furuta et al 
teach a "preferred" range of less than 50wt%, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention that values just above the preferred range taught by 
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Furuta et al would be suitable for the invention and based upon the teachings of Furuta et al with 
respect to the effect of the other copolymer components on the composition, one skilled in the art 
would have been motivated to determine the optimum content for the copolymer based upon the 
desired end use of the film. In terms of the shape and content of inorganic filler, it is well 
established in the art that the shape (aspect ratio) and content of filler is a result-effective 
variable affecting the mechanical properties of the film and one skilled in the art would have 
been motivated to utilize typical amounts or routine experimentation to determine the optimum 
filler and filler amount to provide the respective properties for a particular end use given 
predictable results. In terms of the claimed circuit pattern for the metal layer, though Furuta et al 
teach that the laminate is suitable in the electronics industry and particularly as a printed wiring 
board, Furuta et al do not specifically teach the metal being laser etched to form a circuit pattern, 
however, such processing step or such metal patterning would have been obvious given the 
teachings of Furuta et al with respect to "printed" wiring boards. With respect to the process step 
for forming the metal layer, though Furuta et al teach lamination of a metal foil to the LCP resin, 
deposition methods such as PVD as claimed are an obvious, functionally equivalent means of 
providing a metal layer on a polymer resin and would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
at the time of the invention, wherein the selection of an operable temperature for heat treatment 
prior to lamination is well within the ordinary skill level of an artisan in the art. 
7. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Furuta et al (USPN 
6,124,004) in view of Furuta et al (USPN 5,891,532.) The teachings of Furuta et al are discussed 
above and as noted, though Furuta et al teach that the ethylene content is preferably more than 
3wt% but less than 50wt%, one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would 
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have been motivated to utilize routine experimentation to determine the optimum ethylene 
content to utilize based upon the desired end properties of the resin wherein Furuta et al '532 
teach a similar LCP resin composition but with an ethylene content of 50-99.9% by weight to 
provide a particular stiffness modulus (Col. 8-9.) Hence, given the predictable results based 
upon the teachings of both Furuta et al references, the instantly claimed range of 80 to 95wt% of 
ethylene would have been obvious at the time of the invention based upon the desired 
mechanical properties for a particular end use. 

Double Patenting 

8. Claims 1-16 arc provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1, 5, 7, 8, and 10-19 of copending 
Application No. 10/591865. Although the conflicting claims arc not identical, they arc not 
patentably distinct from each other because it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine dependent claim limitations and select 
typical inorganic filler shapes and amounts based upon the desired end use of the molded article. 
With respect to Claim 8, though the copending application teaches a metal layer coated on the 
molded article in a circuit pattern and specifically claim a circuit board, the copending 
application does not specifically claim the type of metal applied. However, copper is an obvious 
conventional metal utilized in the art, as well as the other metals claimed, and would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting 
claims have not in fact been patented. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Monique R. Jackson whose telephone number is 571-272-1508. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays-Thursdays, 10:00AM-5 :00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Callie Shosho can be reached on 571-272-1 123. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Monique R Jackson/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1794 

September 30, 2009 



